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Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I have
taken a closer look at the ornament
that they gave me to give to the Presi-
dent. We are not only the energy cap-
ital of Wyoming, but we are also the
energy capital of the Nation. We
produce 40 percent of the Nation’s coal,
and the reason we produce 40 percent of
the Nation’s coal is that this coal is
cleaner than anywhere else. Powder
River Basin coal is lower in sulfur and
other chemicals, and they have even
found ways to improve the way it oper-
ates. If some of the money from the De-
partment of Energy were used as an in-
centive for cleaning up coal, it could be
done much better.

Our university, again using money
from the energy business, is also work-
ing on a few projects. One of them is to
use solar power to separate hydrogen
out of water and burn the hydrogen
with coal to make it burn better and
cleaner.

We have five powerplants in my
county, and we love to talk people into
coming to Campbell County. We are
successful at getting senior staffers,
from both Republican and Democratic
offices, to come each year to take a
look at what it is like in that part of
the country. The biggest comment that
all of them make as they leave is that
they had no idea that it could be that
clean. They thought the coal mines
would be dirty.

I ran into that when I went to the
first global warming conference in
Japan. I went there early, as the nego-
tiations were starting, and I guess I
was one of the first people to show up
in a suit, so people were leaping over
tables and everything to interview me.
I usually don’t do that. I ask what
their circulation is in Wyoming, and of
course in Japan it was zero, so I didn’t
do any interviews. But one of the big
papers in Tokyo was so interested that
I wouldn’t do an interview that they
sent a reporter to Wyoming. They
called first and asked if it would be OK
if he came and traveled with me for a
day. I said that it would be fine as long
as he also visited a coal mine and pow-
erplant.

He came and traveled with me, and
he had no idea of the distances that we
have between the few people that we
have in Wyoming. We are the least pop-
ulated State in the Nation. He also fol-
lowed through on visiting the coal
mine and powerplant. Again, he had
the same comment. He couldn’t believe
it could be done so cleanly and so well.

In the early days of the coal mines
coming in, people said they would
never able to reclaim that land because
we have such low moisture in Wyo-
ming. We are actually considered high
desert. In fact, the eastern part of that
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State has the most desert. God didn’t
put anything above the ground. He put
it all under the ground, and part of it
is coal under 80 feet of dirt, which is
considered nothing in the coal mining
business. So we have been able to mine
the coal with this open pit and to re-
claim it.

Now it is fun to take people out to
see one of these mines because when
you get to it, they say: Don’t let them
tear up that part over there. We say:
That is where the mine used to be. This
is where it is going to be. They then
say: Oh, go ahead and tear that up be-
cause it looks better after they put ev-
erything back in its place.

It could be done better yet, but there
are some requirements in the reclama-
tion that it has to be put back the way
that it was, and that puts some con-
straints on it. Nobody would move mil-
lions of tons of dirt on a farm or ranch
and put it back exactly the way it was,
down to where the rocks are placed.

We have a product that is used na-
tionally and that the Chinese would
like to use. Did you know that during
the Olympic games in China they had
to fire out rockets that would go to a
fairly high altitude and then spread
out some chemicals that would clean
the air so that it would look nice on
television? They are extremely inter-
ested in getting Campbell County coal
shipped to them so they can burn that
in their powerplants and clean their
air.

It is the least expensive form of en-
ergy there is, and I am talking about
just one of the forms of energy. We also
have oil, which results in natural gas
and coalbed methane. This little sym-
bol is a uranium symbol. We also
produce most of the Nation’s uranium
in our county. That could be used more
extensively to provide clean power and
as a source for agriculture as well, in-
cluding raising bison.

So I wanted to share this Christmas
ornament with all of my colleagues and
echo what the seniors have said and
suggest that America is the most inno-
vative country in the world and if we
have a problem, we can solve it. A lit-
tle bit of incentive can go a long way.
We are an inventive country. A little
bit of incentive has gone a long way a
lot of times.

We actually have had some private
companies that are talking about re-
stocking the space station. We have
the plane that was powered by bicycle
pedals that crossed the English Chan-
nel. If we can do those sorts of things,
there is no limit to what can be done.

We have to quit discouraging inven-
tiveness and encourage the use of the
resources we have.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak in morn-
ing business for such time as I con-
sume, not to exceed 30 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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OMNIBUS SPENDING BILL

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I rise
to address the 2,000-page, trillion-dol-
lar-plus, year-end omnibus spending
bill—drafted behind closed doors, away
from public view, with only a limited
number of people involved. Members of
the Senate and Members of the House
were unaware of what deals were being
cut and what decisions were being
made. I believe it contains provisions
that will cause material harm to Amer-
ican workers—I just do—and to mat-
ters involving this legislation that I
have worked on for years. I am very
disappointed. Actually, I am deeply
disappointed.

This bill contains dramatic changes
to Federal immigration law that would
increase, by as much as four-fold, the
number of low-wage foreign workers
provided to employers under the con-
troversial H-2B visa program. It has
been a matter of controversy for a
number of years. It has been added to
this bill without hearings and without
an open process in the Senate. These
foreign workers are brought in exclu-
sively to fill blue-collar, low-wage,
nonfarm jobs—not agricultural jobs—in
hotels and in restaurants and on con-
struction sites, in amusement parks,
landscaping, truck driving, and in
many other occupations—jobs being
sought by millions of Americans
around this country. Millions are tak-
ing those jobs every day.

When we go into hotels and res-
taurants, are not Americans doing
those jobs? H-2B workers are supposed
to be here to fill seasonal jobs that
Americans allegedly ‘‘won’t do.” That
is what they say—those who want
more, cheaper labor.

Even those they are supposed to be
temporary positions, foreign H-2B
workers are allowed to bring their
spouses and their children with them—
which, of course, results in costs being
incurred by local communities, hos-
pitals, and schools across the country.
Although the alien’s spouse and chil-
dren are not supposed to work in the
United States, I don’t think anyone is
under the illusion that this administra-
tion has any intention—or previous
ones, for that matter—to do anything
to stop them from working if they
want to, nor will they be deported if
they violate the terms of their employ-
ment, nor will they be removed if they
overstay the visa they have been given.

Hotels have good jobs. Construction
has good jobs. As to landscaping, there
is a group that does my lawn in Ala-
bama. Three African-American men
come out and work on our lawn in a
fairly short period of time, using good
equipment. The head person is in his
40s and had 20 years in the Army. What
do people mean that Americans won’t
do this work?

At a time of record immigration, we
do not appreciate the scope of it. We al-
ready have the highest number of for-
eign-born individuals in American his-
tory. We are not against immigration.
Immigration is a positive thing—prop-
erly conducted. Good people come into
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America. But we are at record levels
both in total numbers and, in a few
years, the highest percentage of for-
eign-born in America will be reached,
and it will continue thereafter. So is it
any wonder that 83 percent of the elec-
torate wants immigration either frozen
or reduced?

The Republican-led Congress is about
to deliver the President a fourfold in-
crease in one of the most controversial
foreign worker programs we have. In
fact, it is a much larger version of a
proposal that was contained in the
Gang of 8 comprehensive immigration
bill that was rejected by the American
people and the House of Representa-
tives just 2 years ago. The result is
higher unemployment and lower wages
for Americans. The free market con-
trols—more labor, lower wage; more
labor, less job opportunity. It is indis-
putable.

The Economic Policy Institute has
noted: ‘“Wages were stagnant or declin-
ing for workers in all of the top 15 H-
2B occupations between 2004 and 2014,”
and ‘‘unemployment rates increased in
all but one of the top 15 H-2B occupa-
tions between 2004 and 2014, and all 15
occupations averaged a very high un-
employment rate . . . Flat and declin-
ing wages, coupled with such high un-
employment rates over such a long pe-
riod of time, suggests a loose labor
market and an over-supply of workers
rather than an under supply.”’

I think that is a fact. Our free mar-
ket friends ought to understand that.

It is worth noting that the civilian
labor force participation rate is cur-
rently at around 62.5 percent, a low
that we have not seen in nearly four
decades. Labor ©participation rate
means the percentage of workers in the
working ages that actually have a job.
It is the lowest rate we have had in
four decades.

Nevertheless, despite this low labor
force participation rate, this provision
in the omnibus bill would exempt from
the statutory limit, which is now 66,000
H-2B workers a year—any worker who
was present in the United States dur-
ing the three previous years. Thus, in-
stead of 66,000 foreign workers, the bill
would allow up to 264,000 foreign work-
ers to be present in the United States
on H-2B visas. That is over a quarter of
a million low-wage, low-skilled work-
ers brought in to occupy blue-collar
jobs. That may be good for certain
businesses that now have a large num-
ber of workers, because they don’t have
to raise wages and change working con-
ditions and raise benefits to attract
and keep workers. They can just bring
in people from abroad who are thankful
to get any good cash-income job at
lower wages.

This is bad for struggling American
workers trying to get by and take care
of their families. It is particularly bad,
as economist after economist has
shown, for minorities, including Afri-
can Americans and Hispanics, and re-
cent immigrants who are here lawfully
looking to try to get a little better
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wage with a little better retirement
and health care benefits. This is going
to help them? Give me a break.

On top of this provision, this omni-
bus bill approves, without any condi-
tions—the President’s request for in-
creased refugee admissions, allowing
him to bring in as many refugees as he
wants. He can do that. It is hard to be-
lieve, but he is allowed to do so. He
simply has to notify Congress of how
many he intends to admit. He can
bring them from anywhere he wants
and allow them access to unlimited
welfare and entitlements at the tax-
payers’ expense, which is not scored as
a cost.

At the Subcommittee on Immigra-
tion and the National Interest that I
chair, we had an official from Health
and Human Services who testified that
75 percent of the refugees are self-sus-
taining within 180 days. But my staff
helped me to ask the follow-up ques-
tion. What we found was that means
Health and Human Services is no
longer giving them refugee money, but
that other kinds of welfare don’t count
against them. But 93 percent, we know,
of immigrants from the Middle East
between 2009 and 2013 are on food
stamps, and 73 percent are on Medicaid
or health care programs. And they may
be there the rest of their lives.

This is not being scored. This is why
a country that is smart seeks to bring
in people who have the greatest chance
of being successful.

Sure, some will do well, and many
are wonderful people, and we have a
tradition of that. I am just saying that
we have a President with unlimited
powers who has an agenda, and he is
passing on the costs that are going to
be to the detriment of working Ameri-
cans for decades to come.

So the risks associated with the ref-
ugee admissions program are signifi-
cant.

With respect to Syria, FBI Director
James Comey repeatedly said that we
simply do not have the ability to vet
refugees from Syria. Testifying before
the House Committee on Homeland Se-
curity in October, he said:

We can only query against that which we
have collected. So if someone has never
made a ripple in the pond in Syria in a way
that would get their identity or their inter-
ests reflected in our database, we can query
our database until the cows come home, but
we are not going to. There will be nothing to
show up because we have no record on that
person.

Well, that is absolutely correct. Of
course, that is correct. But they tried
to tell us in Committee that we are
going to do biometric checks. So I pro-
ceeded to ask repeatedly, and finally,
after the most difficult time, they ac-
knowledged they have no database in
Syria to check biometrics against. It is
not like the United States: If you are
caught by the police, they take your
fingerprints, and they can tell whether
you were convicted in Maine, Alabama,
or California. It is in the computer sys-
tem. They don’t have that in Syria. So
that was a misrepresentation, an at-
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tempt to mislead and create false con-
fidence in the American people that we
have an ability to vet people coming
here from Syria—an ability we don’t
have. The FBI Director honestly and
directly stated that.

Any claims made by others that refu-
gees in the United States never engage
in acts of terrorism are demonstrably
false. Just a few weeks ago, I identified
a list of at least 12 individuals who
were admitted to the United States as
refugees, but who have been implicated
in terrorism in the last year alone.

We found out there may be more, and
probably they are under investigation
right now. In fact, the FBI has said
there is a terrorism investigation in
every single State in America. These
terrorists, for example, are from Soma-
lia, Bosnia, Kenya and TUzbekistan.
They came in different stages in their
lives. Some were admitted as children,
others as adults. Yet they all turn
their backs on this country after being
welcomed here as refugees.

This is not made up. It is a real prob-
lem. The American people want some
action. They would like to see Congress
and this Administration respond, espe-
cially, and they are rightly angered
and upset with their elected represent-
atives and their President for not tak-
ing sufficient action.

I, along with my colleague Senator
SHELBY and others in the House, asked
for inclusion of specific language in
this omnibus bill that would protect
the interests of the American people,
that would reassert the constitutional
role of Congress in establishing a uni-
form system of immigration, that
would require the identification of off-
setting cuts in Federal spending to pay
for the refugee admission program. But
none of that was included in the omni-
bus bill.

I doubt they ever spent a minute
looking at a letter from two Senators.
As Chairman of the Subcommittee on
Immigration and the National Interest,
I sent appropriators a list of several
dozen provisions for inclusion in our
funding bills to improve immigration
enforcement and to block Presidential
overreach and lawlessness, including
among other things, provisions to
defund sanctuary cities.

Why should we be funding and pro-
viding Federal law enforcement money
to cities that won’t cooperate with the
Federal Government in its most basic
responsibility of respect and comity
between these various Federal and
State agencies. It goes on every day.
But we are being blocked in sanctuary
city after sanctuary city.

Also, I asked the appropriators to
prevent visas from being issued to na-
tionals of countries that refuse to take
back their criminals. This is impor-
tant. My former colleague Senator
Specter offered a bill for a number of
things. It would bar admission for cer-
tain visas for nationals of countries
that won’t take back their people who
have been in the United States. It is a
fundamental principle of immigration
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law worldwide that if you admit a per-
son from a foreign country, when their
visa is up, they go home. Their visa is
up if they commit a crime, and they
are to be sent back home; they are to
be deported.

But country after country is refusing
to take back their convicted criminals.
I guess they figure: “Why don’t you
keep our criminals for us?’”’ But that is
not what the law is, and we are stuck
with them in jails. We have to pay for
their housing. After 6 months, absent
certain circumstances, the Supreme
Court says they generally have to be
released. It’s possible that if an alien
files a habeas petition that the govern-
ment will have to go to court and have
hearing with a judge. This is driving up
costs, using incredible amounts of
hours. We shouldn’t tolerate it one
minute. There is no reason that this
government shouldn’t act—which the
law will now allow and directly says
they should do—to refuse to issue visas
to a country that won’t take back their
criminals. They refuse to do it. There
is additional legislation that would
force that, and we could have done it in
this bill. It should have bipartisan sup-
port.

I also asked for language in the bill
to defund the unlawful, improper Exec-
utive amnesty. The President’s actions
are unlawful. We don’t have to fund his
unlawful activity. There is no duty on
behalf of Congress to acquiesce and
provide money to people to work in a
big building in Crystal City to process
millions of people in the country ille-
gally for amnesty because the Presi-
dent now says: “I am just going to let
them stay.” It has been blocked for the
most part by a Federal court, but there
is nothing in the bill to expressly
defund it.

I asked for legislation to protect
American workers against abuses in
the H-1B program. This is where
Southern California Edison had a pro-
gram. They brought in 500 foreign
workers from India in some sort of con-
tract deal, had the American workers
who had been at Edison doing com-
puter work for years train the new
workers, and then ended up termi-
nating the Americans and replacing
them with those from abroad. How can
anyone say there was a shortage of
workers? The same was done by Dis-
ney. Senator NELSON of Florida and I
introduced legislation to fix that. I
have introduced legislation with Sen-
ator CRUz and supported legislation
from Senator GRASSLEY to fix this pro-
gram. None of that has been included
in this bill. Why not?

I asked for an expansion of the 287(g)
program that allows Federal law en-
forcement officials and officers to as-
sist with enforcing our immigration
law. This was a good program. It had
been on the books. President Bush fi-
nally began to expand it. They train
local law officers for weeks at a time,
and they become extensions of Federal
law enforcement officers to help iden-
tify and process people who are unlaw-
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fully in the country and who have been
apprehended—a very good program
that had good results. This Obama Ad-
ministration has eviscerated it. It is
less than half of what it was. It should
have been expanded all over America,
if you actually want the law enforced
in this country. But if you don’t want
the law enforced in America, you kill a
program like 287(g). Did the appropri-
ators put in the omnibus bill anything
to deal with that abuse? No.

We put in language that would pre-
vent illegal aliens from receiving tax
credits. This is unbelievable. The
Treasury Inspector General for Tax Ad-
ministration from President Obama’s
own Treasury Department has done an
analysis of this and urged that it be
fixed. People come to America ille-
gally, with children somewhere around
the world. They don’t have a Social Se-
curity number. They use an ITIN iden-
tification document—which was in-
tended for executives. They use that,
and they file a tax return. They don’t
pay taxes because their income is low,
but they get a tax credit based on chil-
dren that are not even in the country.

How abusive is that? I understand
this was rejected and was not in the
omnibus bill because President Obama
didn’t want it. So he gets to dictate
what is in a congressional bill that I
think would have 90-percent support by
the American people if they understood
how significant it was? That is a dif-
ferent figure, but it is an abusive, im-
proper tax credit.

So all of these provisions were re-
jected by the bill supporters.

But industry’s request for more for-
eign workers was granted—uncondi-
tionally approved. So I asked about
this provision. I heard it might be
under consideration, so I asked about
it. I said: “The American people don’t
want a fourfold increase in immigra-
tion. I know there are some special in-
terests pushing for this. I have heard
that. Tell me it is not so.” I was told it
wasn’t so. But last night—this morning
at 2 a.m.—when the bill was produced,
it was in there. So I am not happy
about it, colleagues. I don’t see how we
can operate around here if we can’t
rely on representations.

Because of this bill, sanctuary cities
will continue to get Federal funds, the
Obama Administration can continue
issuing visas to countries that refuse
to repatriate their criminal aliens, and
the President’s Executive amnesty con-
tinues.

Meanwhile, the tax bill that will be
moved with the omnibus bill makes
permanent the Additional Child Tax
Credit and the Earned Income Tax
Credit, but it does nothing to block
their future distribution to illegal
aliens. A tax credit to a person who
doesn’t pay taxes is a check from the
government. It is not a tax deduction;
it is a direct payment. It scores as a
welfare benefit. This means more ille-
gal aliens will continue to get tax cred-
its. It should be stopped.

As I feared, the ultimate effect—and
I have expressed concern about this for
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some months now—is that this bill will
fund the President’s entire lawless im-
migration agenda. The only real bill we
have to provide an opportunity to leg-
islate and fix some of these things is a
big omnibus bill. And what does it do?
It funds essentially the President’s en-
tire agenda.

In fact, the omnibus spending bill
will ensure that at least—for example,
we have had discussions about the Mid-
dle East. People argue that we are not
letting in enough people from the Mid-
dle East, and that we shouldn’t talk
about a pause. But under this bill it
would ensure that at least 170,000 green
cards—that means permanent resi-
dency with a guaranteed path to citi-
zenship—and refugee and asylee ap-
provals will be issued to migrants from
Muslim countries just over the next 12
months. We are very generous about
this, and it is very difficult to know if
we are managing this properly, except
that we know it is not being safely
monitored, and the FBI Director has
told us so.

This bill even fails to address sub-
stantial problems with the EB-5 invest-
ment visa program, problems that
some of my colleagues have worked for
months to resolve. The problems with
this program have been documented by
the Government Accountability Office
and the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity Inspector General, not the least of
which are issues related to fraud and
national security. We can fix that pro-
gram. We need to do it. This would
have been a good opportunity.

For years the American people have
suffered under the lawless, dangerous,
and wage-reducing immigration poli-
cies of this administration. They sent
us here to Washington to protect their
interests, to protect the people’s inter-
ests, to ensure the defense of their fam-
ilies, and to advance the common
good—the public interest. They did not
send us here to bow down to the Presi-
dent’s lawless immigration policies,
nor to line the pockets of special inter-
ests in big business. That is not what
we are here for.

Whom do we represent?

This bill explains why Republican
and Democratic voters are in open re-
bellion, as former Speaker of the House
Newt Gingrich said recently—open re-
bellion. They elected people whom they
believed were going to take action to
protect their security, their jobs, and
their wages. And what do they get? A
bill that is worse than current law. It
goes in the opposite direction—mo won-
der people are upset.

This legislation represents a further
disenfranchisement of the American
voter. What does a vote mean in this
country? At a time when hundreds of
thousands of criminal aliens are on our
streets, criminal aliens are killing in-
nocent Americans, numerous foreign-
born individuals are implicated in ter-
rorism, tens of thousands of aliens
from Central America continue to
stream across our southern border,
countless Americans are being replaced
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by foreign workers and forced to train
their replacements, and millions of
Americans are just struggling to get
by, this Congress has chosen to make
things worse.

We need to remember whom we rep-
resent and whom our duty is to. Our
duty is to voters, the American people,
not the interests of businesses, activist
groups, and that kind of thing.

I appreciate the opportunity to share
these remarks. I have been very firm
about my statements here, but I am
very unhappy about this bill. I do not
believe this is the kind of legislation
we should be moving. It was not moved
in the normal process on the floor of
the Senate, where amendments could
be offered and a bill could be studied
over months of time before final pas-
sage, perhaps. So with regret and a
good deal of frustration, I urge my col-
leagues to oppose and reject this pro-
posal.

I would also just mention one more
thing, and then I will wrap up. Senator
SHELBY and I wrote a letter to the Ap-
propriations Committee on November
16, asking for Congress to assume its
constitutional duty ensuring immigra-
tion laws are uniform by approving the
number of refugees who come to Amer-
ica, and not leave that as an open-
ended power given to the President,
who can execute it in an arbitrary
manner.

We also said that no benefits should
be provided to future refugees until the
Congressional Budget Office submits a
score—a, simple report on the cost of
this program. How long would it take?
Not that long. Don’t we need to have a
score, a cost number?

We also asked that no refugees be ad-
mitted until the Department of Home-
land Security submits a report on ter-
rorist and criminal refugees.

None of those provisions were in-
cluded in any of the legislation before
us. I think all of those are logical.

I also previously wrote letters asking
for other provisions, such as prohib-
iting funds for lawsuits against States
that are trying to help enforce immi-
gration laws, to bar funds for attorneys
for illegal aliens through these grant
programs that are being utilized. Fun-
damentally, it has never been the re-
sponsibility of the Federal Government
to prepare and provide free attorneys
for people who have entered the coun-
try illegally. It never has been the law.

I also asked that no funds be pro-
vided for sanctuary cities.

I asked for language that prohibited
funds for Executive amnesty policies;
that prohibited funds for the DACA
Program; that there would be no spend-
ing of funds in the Immigration Exami-
nations Fee Account for anything
other than naturalization and immi-
gration benefits provided by Congress.

I asked for language that would bar
funds for salaries of political ap-
pointees or other employees who direct
employees to violate the law. Why
should we be paying people who direct
their own subordinates to violate fun-
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damental provisions of immigration
law?

I asked for language that would pre-
vent funds from being used to grant
“‘prosecutorial discretion’ to aliens in
removal proceedings, no funds for an
extension of Temporary Protected Sta-
tus unless approved by Congress, and
no funds to continue the Administra-
tion’s abuse of the parole authority.
We shouldn’t be funding these abusive
practices that undermine the certainty
of immigration laws.

I asked for language to prohibit funds
to grant H-1B visas to companies that
have replaced American workers. I
asked for restrictions on the issuance
of Employment Authorization Docu-
ments, and that no funds be used to add
new countries to the Visa Waiver Pro-
gram until implementation of a bio-
metric exit system.

This bill does direct some money to a
biometric exit system, which, if this
Administration would act, would begin
to do something significant. But they
have resisted what the 9/11 Commission
has said we must have. When people
come into the country, they are
checked in, they are fingerprinted, and
they are biometrically identified, but
nobody checks if they left. So you can
come into America on a visa and never
g0 home. This is why almost half of the
people illegally in America today came
lawfully on a visa. They just didn’t re-
turn when they were supposed to.

I asked for money to establish—nota-
bly, there has been an advocacy unit in
U.S. Immigration and Customs En-
forcement in the past to protect illegal
immigrants and give them all kinds of
additional rights—an advocacy unit for
victims of immigrant crimes.

I asked for others, too.

I would just say that I, and others,
have raised a series of important issues
that need to be fixed, and would re-
ceive, if understood by the American
people, 90 percent support. Senator
GRASSLEY, chairman of the Judiciary
Committee—of which my Sub-
committee on Immigration and the Na-
tional Interest, is a part—has also been
active in these things. It is a deep dis-
appointment that this last piece of leg-
islation that could make some im-
provement in a number of these issues
will do nothing of significance, but it
will increase by four-fold the number of
low-skilled, low-wage workers allowed
to enter this country from 66,000 to
264,000. They will pull down wages and
reduce the job prospects of struggling
Americans.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEE).
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

December 16, 2015

WILDFIRE PROVISIONS IN THE
OMNIBUS APPROPRIATIONS BILL

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
most of us are busy today reviewing
the contents of the Omnibus appropria-
tions bill that was released late last
night—actually, early this morning. I
come to the floor this afternoon with
my colleague from Washington, the
ranking member on the Energy and
Natural Resources Committee, to
speak about the wildfire provisions.
More specifically, I am here to explain
why Congress chose not to accept a
flawed proposal from the administra-
tion and really, I think, to be here to
give hope and optimism about a path
forward for next year.

I think it goes without saying that
our Nation’s wildfire epidemic is a seri-
ous challenge that demands attention
from each one of us. Each year the
wildfire season seems to include new
“worsts’” and shattered records, and
2015 has been particularly devastating.
It seems as though we didn’t have a
wildfire season; we’ve had a wildfire
year. We all know that we have seen
too much acreage burn, too many west-
ern communities have suffered damage,
and, tragically, lives have been lost.

According to the National Inter-
agency Fire Center, more than 9.4 mil-
lion acres of our country had burned
through October 30 of this year. In
Alaska, where most of these fires
occur, we lost over 5 million acres dur-
ing this period. For perspective, that is
about the size of the State of Con-
necticut. That is what we saw burn in
Alaska alone this year.

Those of us whose States are im-
pacted by wildfire started this year in
agreement that the way wildfire man-
agement has been funded is broken;
and that it is past time we fix it. We
know we can’t continue to underfund
fire suppression, only then to scramble
to borrow money to fight fires—and all
this while the fires are many times
burning out of control. We know that
we need to end this very disruptive and
unsustainable cycle of fire borrowing,
which drains funds from other pro-
grams as agencies desperately seek re-
sources. I think this fire borrowing
concept is one area where we have all
been able to come together, whether it
is those within the agencies or those of
us looking to address policy, the appro-
priators. We have to figure out how we
are going to stop the fire borrowing
that goes on within the various ac-
counts in an effort to respond to these
wildfires.

Earlier this year, as the chairman of
the Interior-Environment Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, I set out to fix
this very broken system. Under my di-
rection, our committee reported a bill
to do just that. The Interior appropria-
tions bill included a permanent, fis-
cally responsible fix for fire borrowing.
It would have provided resources to the
agencies up front—enough funding to
fully cover the average annual cost of
firefighting over the past 10 years—
while allowing for a limited cap adjust-
ment in have truly catastrophic fire
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